
IN

I Guerrilla Forces--
I Can We Support Them?

DTIC
IIELECTE

by S APR 2 01i98811
CHARLES R. GREGORY, MAJ. USA

Infantry

School of Advanced .Military Studies
U.S. Army Command and General Staff College

Fort Leavenworth, Kansas

23 November 1987

"Approved for public release: distribution unlimited."

88-2327

88 418 U 8



UNCLAS SI FIED 0
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PAGE

Form Approved

REPORT DOCUMENTATION PAGE OMBNo. O704.0188
la. REPORT SECURITY CLASSIFICATION lb. RESTRICTIVE MARKINGS

UNCLASSIFIED
2a. SECURITY CLASSIFICATION AUTHORITY 3. DISTRIBUTION IAVAILABILITY OF REPORT

9 Approved for public release;
2b. DECLASSIFICATION I DOWNGRADING SCHEDULE distribution unlimited.

4. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION REPORT NUMBE,%5) S. MONITORING ORGANIZATION REPORT NUMBER(S)

6a. NAME OF PERFORMING ORGANIZATIO4 16b. OFFICE SYMBOL 7a. NAME OF MONITORING ORGAN!ZATION

School of Advanced 4 (if applicable)
Military Studies,USAC&GSCATZJL-SWV

6c. ADDRESS (City, State, and ZIP Code) 7b. ADDRESS (City, State, and ZIP Code)

Fort Leavenworth, Kansas 66027-6900

8a. NAME OF FUNDING/SPONSORING 8b. OFFICE SYMBOL 9. PROCUREMENT INSTRUMENT IDENTIFICATION NUMBER
ORGANIZATION (If applicable)

8c. ADDRESS (City, State, and ZIP Code) 10. SOURCE OF FUNDING NUMBERS

PROGRAM PROJECT TASK IWORK UNIT
ELEMENT NO. NO. NO. ACCESSION NO.

11. TITLE (include Security Classification)
Guerrilla Forces-- Can We Support Them? (U)

12. PERSONAL AUTHOR(S)
MAJ Charles R. Gregory, USA

13a. TYPE OF REPORT 13b. TIME COVERED 14. DATE OF RfPORT (Year, Month. Day) 15S. PAGE COUNT
Monograph FROM___ TO___ 87/11/23 1541

16. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTATION

17. COSATI CODES I18. SUBJECT TERMS (Continue on reverse if necessary and identify by block number)
FIELD GROUP SUB-GROUP resupply Special Forces

guerrilla forces SOF equipment
_Chindits airmobility in Burma and Vietnam

19. ABSTRACT (Continue on reverse if necessary and identify by block number)

This study determines whether the U.S. Army is prepared to sustain U.S.
units operating behind enemy lines as guerrilla forces. History provides manjexamples where guerrilla forces complement conventional operations. The
"center of gravity" for guerrilla operations could be the ability to resupply
and provide medical support.

The study examines and analyzes for lessons learned the Chindits in Burma
and three operations in Vietnam: Battle of the Ia Drang Valley, Task Force
Remagen, LAMSON 719. Next it examines existing doctrine, equipment, and
training of Special Operations Forces (SOF) using the lessons learned as
operational benchmarks to determine if the U.S. Army could resupply guerrilla
forces operating behind enemy lines. (continued on other side)

20. DISTRIBUTION /AVAILABILITY OF ABSTRACT 21. ABSTRACT SECURITY CLASSIFICATION
19UNCLASSIFIED/UNLIMITED 0 SAME AS RPT. EIl DTIC UcFRS UNCLASSIFIED

2a-. NAME OF RESPONSIBLE INDIVIDUAL 2b. TE EP (ine o

NhAJ Charles R. Gregory 1 3 EP AT CIN7

DD Form 1473, JUN 86 Previous editions are obsolete. SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PAGE
UNCLASSIFIED'



19. ABSTRACT

The study concludes that the Army has doctrine to effect resupply operations,
has good equipment but needs more, and needs improvement in training. Without
increases in equipment and more training, the Army may not be bble to resupply
guerrilla operations. It makes -three recommendations: 1) Keep channeling
dollars into specialized equipment which enhances covert operations and
protects SOF. 2) Establish support relationships between SOF and helicopter
battalions. 3) Maximize every training opportunity by practicing resupply and
medical evacuation procedures as if the forces were operating behind enemy lines,
simulating combat conditions.

I



Guerrilla Forces-
Can We Support Them?

by ';

I.I

pt

CHARLES R. GREGORY, MAJ, USA "'~
Infantry ..

II

School of Advanced Military Studies
U.S. Army Command and General Staff College

Fort Leavenworth, Kansas

23 November 1987r-

"Approved for public release; distribution unlimited. 1

88-2327

. ~. .......... . .. .. . . . . .. . . . .



F

SCHOOL OF ADVANCED MILITARY STUDIES

MONOGRAPH APPROVAL

Name of Student: Charles R. Gregory, MAJ, USA

Title of Monograph: Guerrilla Forces--
Can We Support Them?

Approved by:

Co~ f12i __i W Mr.Kgraph Director
Colonel UJJhn C,. Williams, OBE,

MA (Canab)

-___. ), Director, School of
Collone L. [I. Holder, NA Advanced Military Studies

V_ Director, Graduate Dejree

Philip J. Brookes, Ph.D Programs

Accepted this -Zft.day of ,1't 1988.

The opinions and conclusions expressed herein are those of
the student author and do not necessarily represent the
views of the U.S. Army Command and General Staff College ot
any other governmental agency. (Reference to this study
should include the fore goin statement.)

ii



k

'I

ABSTRACT

This study determines whether the U.S. Army is prepared
to sustain U.S. units operating behind enemy lines as
guerrilla forces. History provides many examples where
guerilla forces complement conventional operatlens. The
"center of gravity; for guerrilla operations could be the
ability to resupply and provide medical support.

The study examines and analyzes for lessons learned the
Chindits tn Burma and three operations in Vletnam. Battle
of the la Drang Valley, Task Force Remagen, LAMSON 719. I
Next It examines existing doctrine, equipment, and training
of Special Operations Forces (SOF) using the lessons learnedas operational benchmarks to determine if the U.S. Army

could resuapply guerilla forces operating behind enemy lines.

The study concludes that the Army has doctrine to
effect resupply operations, has good equipment but needs
more, and needs improvement in training. Without increases
In equipment and more training, the Army may not be able to
resupply guerrilla operations. It makes three
reconnendations: 1) Keep channeling dollars into
specialized equipment which enhances covert cperations and
protects SOF. 2) Establish support relationships between
SOF and helicopter battalions. 3) Maximize every training
opportunity by practicing resupply and medical evacuation
procedures as if the forces were operating behind enemy
lines, simulating combat conditions.
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INTRODUCTION

Since World War II (WWII) all conflicts with United

States (U.S.) Involvement have been fought In third world

countries with poor economies, limited transportation

networks, and hostile environments (Jungle and desert).

This Is unlikely to change in the foreseeable future due to

the ease with which these nations can buy weapons. These

conflicts are likely to continue to be of low to mid

Intensity In nature. U.S. involvement could range from

limited military assistance to troop commitment. If troops

are committed the U.S. could use both conventional and

unconventional forces.

The success of guerrilla forces operating In the rtar

of enemy forces complementing conventional operations has

been demonstrated throuighout history. During the U.S.

Revolutionary War, MG Nathanael Greene successfully fought

the british using both conventional and partisan warfare.

Portuguese and Spanish partisans interdicted French LOCs

during the Peninsular War. This experience prompted Baron

De Jomini to write that "National Wars" were the worst wars

to fignt.1 Soviet partisans during World War II (WWII)

forced Germans to divert units that would have been used on

the front lines to protect rear areas and their LOCs. In

more recent experience, the Vietnam War demonstrated that

guerrilla warfare could interdict both sides, and complement

I
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forces, but also paramilitary units comprising both regional

and local forces.

Clausewitz in his book, O devoted a chapter to

"peoples war."2  Clausewltz, like Jomini, recognized the

value of guerrilla warfare when combined with conventional

operations. Clausewltz wrote that for partisan warfare to

succeed, the country must be large and have Orough and

inaccessiblem terrain. 3 This precondition fits most third

world countries today. Both Clausewitz and Jomini observed

guerrilla warfare when people were fighting to protect their

country. The Chindits and Vietnam showed that a foreign

country's army could enter an invaded country, fight an

invading force, and successfully wage guerrilla warfare.

W!*h the proven success of guerrilla forces operating

in an enemy's rear and the probability that wars of the

future will occur In areas that lend itself to these types

of operations, the U.S. Army must prepare to wage guerrilla

war. U.S. doctrine defines guerrilla operations as:

Guerrilla operations wear down and Inflict
casualties upon the enemy, damage supplies and
facilities, and hinder and delay enemy operations.
The success of guerrilla operations -- even the
fact that the guerrillas continue to exist --

lowers enemy morale and prestige; disrupts the

economy, politics, and Industry of the enemy or
enemy-occupied areas; and maintains the morale and
will to resist of the native population. In

addition, the enemy is compelled to divert
manpower and equipment to combat guerrilla
activities.

4

To conduct guerrilla operations, the U.S. needs fnrces

with special skills for operations behind enemy lines.

The soldiers placed behind enemy lines must be prepared
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to deal with the problems of separation from support

structures and remaining for extended periods In the

field hiding from enemy forces while still conducting

offensive action against enemy forces. These forces

will cut enemy LOCs and attack rear bases and command

and control nodes.

Operating In third world countries which allow

little local procurement and foraging requires external

logistical support. FM 100- 5, OpeLr ns, May 1986

emphasizes the importance of logistics systems:

Sustainment is equally vital to success at both
the operational and tactical levels of war.
Campaigns will often be limited In their design
and execution by the support structure and
resources of a theater of war. Almost as
commonly, the center of gravity of one or both
combatants will be found In their support
structures, and In those cases major operations or
even entire campaigns ma6 be mounted to destroy or
defend those structures.

As in other operations, the Ncenter of gravity" for

guerrilla forces could be the ability to rebupply .

Today the U.S. Army's problem with guerrilla warfare

may not be the actual fighting, but how to sustain those

forces once behind enemy lines. The purpose of this study

will be to determine If the U.S. Army Is preapred to

sustain U.S. units operating behind enemy lines as guerrilla

forces. The paper will make use of the Chindits' campaigns

in Burma and the U.S. exoeriences in Vietnam as operational

benchmarks to determine If the U.S. has benefited from the

valuable lessons these wars provided. The Chlndits entered

Burma with 30,000 men In 1944 to Inter-lict Japanese LOCs.

3 1,
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They needed that many forces to acommpllsh their goals.

Today that large a force may not be needed. This study will

look at technological developments and determine if less can

do more. Then the study will determine If the U.S. Military

has the doctrine, equipment, and training to logistically

support guerrilla forces. As a framework for discussion, an

Imaginary scenario will be presented. This scenario will

Illustrate the most likely type of scenario the U.S. Army

may encounter.

SCENARIO

Country X in Central America has been Invaded by

neighboring Country Y. Country X has a poor economy an~d

snall military force. Country Y has been receiving military

equipment and assistance from Communist countries for some

time and has built a large ground force. Country Y has

moved approximately 150 miles into Country X's territory and

Is threatening the nation's capital. Country X has asked the

U.S. Governmnt for assistance.

The terrain In Country X is varied, but mostly Jungle

with single or double canopy. Th!s limits air operations to

cleared areas of which there are few. Forces desiring

support in areas other than those naturally cleared areas

will have to prepare an area by hand or coordinate

assistance from the Air Force. Transportation networks are

extremely limited In both Country X and Country Y. Two

improved roads run the width of Country X Into Country Y.

4



These two roads have been the major invasion routes of

Country Y. There are also several unimproved trails that

allow foot or animal movement.

The U.S. Government decides to provide military

assistance, both personnel and equipment. The operation

will be a Joint operation. One airborne division and one

light division will deploy initially to assist Country X andI* conduct offensive operations against Country Y's forces with

the mission to restore the integrity of Country X's border.

To complement conventional operations, the U.S. Army decides

L
to insert guerrilla forces into the enemy's rear along the

border between Country X and Country Y with the mission to

cut LOCs and attack enemy rear Dases. This will force the

enemy to fight In two directions and prevent them from

resupplying front line units. The terrain will not provide

enough subsistence to allow the guerrilla force in the

enemy's rear to operate without external resupply. Resupply

will be by air. The force will operate beyond field

artillery range so It will be dependent on its own light

mortars or the Air Force for fire support.

THE CHINDITS

The Chindits, whose mission was to destroy railways

and disrupt Japanese forces in northwest and central Burma,

crossed Into Burma In February 1943. They were organized

Into seven columns consisting of 3,000 men and 1,000

5
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animaIs. 6  During the first operation, they moved by foot

and carried everything they needed in their packs and on

mules. They traveled with five days rations. Mules carried

additional supplies.7 Becaure of the limits to what they

could carry, the Chindit's relied upon air resupply and

local procurement. Through aerial resupply they received

food, clothes, mall, batteries for radios, gasoline, amino,

ant: whatever other equipment was needed. Many of the air

dropd included money so that the ChindIts could buy food

from the local inhabitants whenever possible.
8

Mules were critical to the operation because of the

versat!lity they added. The mules increased the hauling

capability so that the soldiers could operate longer without

retupply. If air drops or local food procurement failed,

the Chindits would eat the mules in emergency sltuatlon..9

Mules also posed certain problems. They required food, got

sick, inJured, or died. If something happened to a mule,

the equipment was either shifted to other mules and the

soldiers, or left behind.

A major logistical problem was what to do with the

sick and wounded. The Chindits had no transportation system

to evacuate vThe casualties. Mules could transport them

short distances. The Ch!ndlts would provide the wounded

whatever firet aid they could and then leave them with some

food and we'.er in a village or hide them In the Jungle. 10

6
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Their Cumamhaer, Orde Wingate, war ordered to return

to India and movement began on 27 March, The men werv

exhausted and now forced to march baok to India with the

enemy alerted to their presence. They had left behind much

of the heavier equipment and killed the mules for faster

movement, When the Chindlt, regrouped in the spring of

1943, .00 wgre missing.11  Disets, exhaustion, and

starvation asuseo moot of the casualties during the march

out Of burms.

The reviews were mixed on what the Chindite

aoomplished Curing the tirst nampaign. Stme feel that

though certain oulumns had some success, on the whole, the p.

results were ult goud, 12 Whether or not the operation wao

worth the cost, Wingate proved that lung range penetration

patrols were useful and that 4 unit could operate In enemy

territory with logltluel support received solely by air,

The seoona ChindIt oampaign, In 1944, was devign-id to

oumplement a geoneral offenvve by British truope and LTO

Juneph Utilwell'm Chinese-Amerluan unit. The new ChIndlt

or glruzatlun onolpited of six brigade", Wingate planned to

crus Into B!Jrma with throe brigades 'two brIgad@e would bv ,5.

hold In reseeve, while one brigade would garrison

stroon huI(s ftred by the fIitL thioe bi Iadvle , Tne plan

was mucih mue anbltlou. then the first VBrlp4Wr. Wirigat.

douled to ut Japneoe LUCe whiuh voneleted of toad and

railway netWuiks and eneute that they remelne ut 1 3  ,

7 .



Wingate developed a concept called the "stronghold."

Columns would place strongholds In areas Inaccessible to

wheeled vehicles. Wingate, "... envisioned the stronghold

as an asylum for wounded, a magazine for stores, and a

defended airstrip and base for light planes." :14 The

strongholds would serve as administrative areas from which

the Chindlt brigades were to operate. Wingate hoped to lure

snall Japanese units without heavy artillery and tanks to

these areas and ambush them with LRP columns. Strongholds

would be supplied entirely by air. These resupplies would

occur on nights with a bright moon. To keep the strongholds

as compact as posslble, the airfields were placed outside,

but positioned so the stronghold could cover them. If

possible, the airfields were made strong enough to allow

C-47 Dakotas to land and bring In artillery and other heavy

equipment. 15 Artillery would provide protection to Chindit
columns operating close In and for the defense of the

stronghold, but for columnns operating outside artillery's

range, the lst Air Cownmati.o Group provided fire support.
16

General Henry H. "hapm Arnold, Commanding General

U.S. Army Air Forces, agreed to provide a specialized air

unit dedicated to support the Chindits. The unit was named

the let Air Comando Group. LTC Phillip G. Cochran was the

organizer and first commander.17  The 1st Air Commando Group a,

consisted of four prlncipal units: Headquarters, Assault N

Force, Light Plane Force, and Transport Force.
1 8
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SInce the force was experimental It went through several

modifications, but when the fly-in of the Chindits began,

they had the following equipment: 13 C-47 Dakota

transports, 12 C-64 Norseman transports, 12 L-1 and 100 L-5

Light planes, 100 CG-4 gliders, 75 TG-5 gliders, 6 YR-4

helicopters, and 30 P-51 fighters. 19 In India, they

received a squadron of B-25 bombers.
2 0

Air mobility gave the Chindits flexibility not

normally present, particularly in areas with little to no

transportation networks like Burma. GEN John R. Alison,

thtn Deputy Commander of the let Air Commando, later said,

It took our ground forces a week to walk out of that

valley, over a mountain range and get to our objective. A

20 minute ride by airplane, yet it took a week to get out

and the Japanese three weeks to get in and find us."2 1 The

Chindits received all supplies by air using three basic

techniques: air landing on prepared air strips, parachute,

and free fall.

Royal Air Force (RAF) officers accompanied the

Chindit brigades during the the second campaign In Burma.

This was experimental and the first time that this had

occurred In an operation of this scale. The RAF pilots

advised ground leaders on the selection of drop zones for

supplies and controlled close air support. This technique

was successful and adopted by 11th Army Group and put Into

practice In Burma.2 2

9



Tho Assault force provided armed reconnaissance

capability, close air support for the ground forces, air cap

for supply operations, and counter air. They fulfilled the

function of heavy and medium artillery. Fighters and

bombers could mass more firepower with better accuracy than

artillery could,2 3 Fighters and bombers succesefully

attacked enemy airfields, damaging and destroying many enemy

aircraft. They attacked enemy LOCe and conducted

reconnaissance missions throughout the operation. The

Assault force helped establish allied air nuperiority and

kept most Japanese aerial i'econnaiseance from the landing

zones.

The Transport force consisted of C-47 Dakotas and

C-64 Norseman transports. The C-47 Dakotas towed gliders,

moved troops, and transported heavy equipment. During

operations these planes conducted air drop. and landed

supplies when strips were available. The C-47 could carry

up to 28 troops, or 18 stretchers, c, GO0 pounds of cargo.

Its planning range was 1500 miles and It could attain speeds

of 229 miles per hour (mph). 2 4  The C-64 Norseman were

snaller than the C-47u and cold transpo ,t up to 2000 pounds
a,

of cargo. The YR-4 experimental helicopters could transport

people to remote and Inaccessible areas, The unit's CO-4a

Waco gliders could carry up to 15 men, and the TO-5 small

gliders could hold three men. The large gliders were quiet

and could insert men, animals, and equipment Into the

10
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enemy's rear. The snal gliders would supply and evacuate '

units in Isolated areas, and drop radios for conmiunications. 11
h pick-up device allowed some of the gliders to be

recovere. 25

The "backbone" of the operation was thn light planes,

L-1 and L-5 modele. During the ChIndlt's operationa, these

aircraft flew all missions over enemy territory. The only
S

bases for these planes were the strongholds. Planes staged

at the strongholds oftentimes took off and landed under

enemy fire. The primary mission for the light planes was

the evacuation of the wounded. Additional duties included,

supplementary supply-drop role, as forward

reconnaissance as target markers (forerunner of the current

Forward air controller), even as bombers and as a

communications link." 26 The light planes would ferry

officers to other columns and strongholds with messages and

orders. L-1s could transport 2-3 stretcher patients while

L-5as could transport one sitting patient. L-ls could carry

as much as 1500 pounds with an average of 1000 pounds.2 7

L-5s had bomb racks under each wing and could suspend 75 -'

pound parachute packs tor use In resupply mlsalon5. The

L-5s could also contain a special "wedge-shaped trough" in

the reai' cockpit, Nwhich the pilot can empty by turning the

plane on Its side.,28

To ensure mission success, the ChIndits and let Air ..

Commando Group trained together and conducted practice

d
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operations. Through training both the Chindits and the

pilots became familiar with the equipment and each other.

The pilots modified the airplanes to meet the unique

requirements of the Chindlts. One of the most challenging

modifications was the rigging system fo" transporting

mules.
2 9

The Chindits had a tough time, but accomplished all

assigned tasks to support the offensive. 
Out of

approximately 30,000 soldiers, Chindit casualties were as

follows: approximately 1500 killed, 2500 wounded, and 7000

non battle casualtles.3 0 After being withdrawn, the

Chiridits were not formed again.

VIETNAM

The techniques developed by the Chindits and other

units and the experiences of organic aviation units
uX

supporting ground units during WWII provided lessons and

techniques for later units when developing doctrine and

equipment for alrmobile operations. From 1961-1971 the

U.S.'s embryonic airmobility concept took root and produced

an unparalleled growth in alrmoblilty. Every operation

provided new lessons and developed new techniques to

facilitate the integration of airmobillty. During this time

both the Army and Air Force developed and refined aerial

resupply and medical evacuation (medevac) techniques which

established the framework for today's doctrine.

12



Vietnam provided a perfect area to develop ard test

new technology. The development of the UH-i Huey. CH-47

Chinook, and the AH-i Cobra gunship, were large steps

forward and provided forces with the capabilities to

accomplish operations only dreamed of before. The UH-1 Huey

provided the Army the capability to rapidly transport troops

and supplies to engage enemy forces. This helicopter also

provided a medical evacuation (medevec) capability not

previously known. 3 1 The Ch-47 Chinook provided the army

with the capability to transport heavy equipment and

supplies. This helicopter could transport artillery

batteries to Inaccessible areas and then keep them oupplied
with ammunition.3 2 The AH-1G Cobra gunship could escort

supply and troop carrying hel: ters and s: po ground

soldiers with machine gun and rocket fire. The Cobri proved

that helicopters were difficult to shoot down, and when

drawing fire would force the tnemy to give up the advantage

of cover and concealment. The helicopters could also bring

fire close in to friendly troops which negated the "hugging"

technique that the Vietcong developed to protect themselves

from tactical fighter support.
33

The Air Force and Army developed procedures that

improved conand and control and streamlined support

operations. Air Force Forward Air Controllers ,rACQ) liva d

with Special Forces units In camps and performed vital

34r
reconnaissance missions over the camps. The Air Force

13
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also supported guerrilla operations. In 1966, the 5th

Special Forces Group created mobile guerrilla units whose

mission was to create havoc in the enemy's rear. The

operations would last several weeks and since these

guerrillas could not live off the land due to lack of

forage, the SF planned to resupply by air. The guerrillas

received resupply every five days. A technique used was to

fly an A-1E fighter durin-j either first or last light to the

resupply point, and after receiving a signal It would drop

napalm containers with ammunition, food, and uniforms. The

plane would then fly to another area and drop real bombs.35

Units that repeatedly worked together performed better than

those that did not. As one division commander stated,

"There Is no denying that general support units rarely tend

to identify closely with the supported unit, at least not as

closely as organic units. This Is a simple truisn of human ,.

nature. "36

Vietnam demonstrated the importance of quick and

timely medical evacuation. The medical evacuation
S

lelicopter, dust-off, greatly Improved the morale of the

soldiers In the field. The dust-off could land on the spot

or hover over Individuals and hoist them on board. The

helicopter could fly seriously wounded men directly to field

hospitals bypassing intermediate stations. This new

technique saved many lives.3 7  In 1968, at the peak of

combat operations in Vietnam, medevac flights averaged 35

14
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minutes and seriously wounded soldiers could normally reach

a hospital within one to two hours after Injury.
38

Three operations will illustrate how aviation

increased the capability of units to operate In enemy

territory. The Battle of the Ia Drang Valley was fought

during the months of October - November 1965 by the 1st

Cavalry Divislon. 3 9 During this battle, aircraft delivered

5,048 tons of cargo to troops In the field. They also

transported 8,216 tons Into Plelku from other depots.

Helicopters moved complete Infantry battalions, artillery

batterips, and approximately 2700 refugees.
4 0

Task Force Remagen, consisting of elements of the 1st

Brigade, 5th Infantry Division (Mechanized) maneuvered up '.

and down the Laotian border for 47 days dring March - April

1969 cutting Viet Cong Route 926 and defeating elements of

two enemy regiments. During that time they received

resupply solely by air. Heavy equipment was delivered by

Army CH-47 (Chinook) and Marine CH-46 helicopters. UH-1

helicopters delivered mail, meals, and spare parts. Air

support provided the soldlevs of the task force over 56,000

meals, 59,000 gallons of gasoline and dlesel fuel, and

10,000 rounds of artillery ammunition.41

Operation LAMSON 719 was a combIned operation with

Vietnamese ground forces and ..S. aviation and airmobile

forces. The plan called for Vietnam to place approximately

three divisions into Southern Laos to Interdict enemy supply

15
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I
and infiltration routes and to destroy logistical bases and

supplies. The U.S. units consisted of 2d Squadron, 17th

Cavalry, 101st Aviation Group augmented with units from the

1st Aviation Brigade, and one Marine medium transport

helicopter squadron. There were three operational areas:

1) coastal base camps where the helicopters staged at night,

2) forward staging bases at Khe Sanh where the helicopters

would fly in the morning, refuel, and receive briefings, and

3) the area in Laos. This operation was unusual in that the

enemy had prepared air defense systems. The Vietcong had

12.7n n 23mn, 37 mn, and 57nm weapons. The attack began on 8

February 1971 with a combined air assault and ground attack.

By 25 March all major operations had ended. The forces

destroyed thousands of tons of supplies and equipment to

Include: ammunition, petroleum, oils, and lubricants. The

operation was successful even though the air defense systems

were as sophisticated as any the U.S. had faced in Vietnam.

Every mission, even single ship resupply and medevac

missions, required extensive planning and support. Each

needed fire support plans, armed escort, and downed aircraft

recovery plans.
4 2

LESSONS LEARNED FROM CHINDITS' AND VIETNAM OPERATIONS

The Chindits' and Vietnam experiences provided many

lessons for the resupply of guerrilla forces: 1) Air

superiority is required to resupply guerrilla forces
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successfully. If It is not possible to retain air

superiority then it must be gained for limited periods to

effect resupply.4 3 2) Personnel trained to control and

direct aerial resupply and close support must accompany

guerrilla forces. RAF pilots with the Chindits' columns

aided control of resupply and close air support.4 4 These

officers helped select drop zones and vector che planes In

for the resupply. They also guided planes attacking enemy

targets. In Vietnam FACs lived with SF units at the forward

bases.

3) Establishing support relationships between ground and air

units Is important. Air units must train with ground units,

so they can develop confidence In each others abilities.

Both the Chindits' and Vietnam experiences demonstrated that

efficiency improved when units repeatedly worked together.

4) Forward Arming and Refuel Points (FARPS) must be

positioned as far froward as possible to facilitate

helicopter support. Strongholds provided supply bases and

artillery f!re support for ChIndits' columns behind enemy

lines. The 1st Air Commando Group used these strongholds as

staging bases to support columns operating away from the

strongholds. In Vietnam, forward bases reduced the turn

around time for helicopter support and increased the

potential for mlse5on success. 5) Aerial resupply requires

careful and extensive planning. Drop zones/landing zones

(DZs/LZs) require marking and securing to ensure that
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supplies land at the correct location. Supply packages must

be snall and manageable since the guerrilla forces carry

everything on mules and soldiers' backs. Forces require

resupply approximately every five to seven days. 6) Animals

indigenous to the area of operations can Increase

guerrilla's mobility. Mules Increased the load that the

Chindits' carried. As stated earlier, animals added certain

problems, but they also added other capabilities.

7) Guerrilla columns must have evacuation and extraction

plans. The Chindits" morale was very low after the first

campaign because of the wounded left behind. Both the

Chindits' second campaign and Vietnam demonstrated that

soldiers performed much better knowing that If wounded, they

would be evacuated. The same goes for the extraction plan.

The ChIndits had been been promised that the second campaign

would be short, which It was not. 4 5 Guerrillas should

operate for only limited periods and If they are told a date

for extraction, It should be delayed only in emergency

situations. 8) Finally, both wars showed that airmobile

operations are risky and the aircraft vulnerable to ground

air defense artillery (ADA) weapons. Airmobile operations

in areas with sophisticated ADA require extensive fire

support planning with artillery and helicopter gunships or

tactical fighter support.
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LARGE OR SMALL

When planning for guerrilla operations one must

consider what size force should operate In an enemy's rear

area given the development of sensors and the lethality of

weapon systems. This section will look at the technological

developments in the areas of sensors and weapons and what

these can do to help or hinder units operating in the

enemy's rear. It will determine if the U.S. Army's current

choice for conducting guerrilla operations is the correct

one.

Improvements in guidance systems and lethality of

weapons systems have increased the capability of emaller

units to attack targets that forty years ago might have

required much larger forces. The Paveway family of bombs Is

a Low-Level Laser-Guidea Borb (LLLGB) which can be guided by

forces using ground target designators.4 6 Ground troops can

stay with the designator and then remove it after the bomb

strikes, or leave the designator in place and be miles away

before the bomb strikes. As around target designators

become snaller, every soldier will have the potential to

guide bombs on target.

The Air Force has developed the GBU-1S(V) glide-bomb

family for stand-off attack of point and area targets. The

GBU-15(V) 1/B has a TV homing device for daytime operations.

The GBU-15(V) 2/B, currently under production, uses IR
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thermal Imagery for day and night operations. Under

development Is tho GBU-15(V) N/B which will use either a TV

'47
or IR thermal Imagery system.4 7 These systems can be

controlled by the firing aircraft or another aircraft. The

Iaircraft lobs the bomb well short of the target and then
V., guides the bomb onto the target. This system allows ground

forces to Identify targets, relay the target's location to a

controlling base, then leave the area and let the airplane

"A guide the bomb to the target. These nonattributable weapons

have not only Increased the killing capability of guerrilla

forces, but have reduced the chances of their being found.

The Improvements In IR/thermal photography have

greatly enhanced aerial reconnaissance. These iprovenents

have complicated camouflage measures. Depending upon the

level of the sophistication of the threat, the opposing

forces may have minimal sensors or the best that technology

P has to offer. High technology systems can turn night into

day and can pick up "variations of 0.2 degrees In radiation

temperature.' 48 This adds to the case for snall rather than

large forces operating In the enemy's rear. If large forces

are required, small forces remain dispersed until time for

the operation, mass for the operation, and then quickly

disperse again. These systems make operations behind enemy

lines more risky than before.

Ultralights have opened a whole new arena for

peiieration forces. They are simple to make, cost
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effective, arid versatile. Ultralighte fly low under radar,

at speeds too slow to be detected by look down radars, and

are quiet, They can now be made with materials such an

Okevlar-bonded components' which make them stro'nger and

safer. ome countries have experimented with fitting them

with air-to-ground rockets and light machine guns.4 9 The

wings told for storage, east of transportation, and hiding.

lmall forces can fly in carrying several Oaym of supply,

hide the ultralight, carry out their mission and then all

that is required is some gas to extract themselves by

ultral Ight.

The Chindits were a highly trained elite force. Not

every force could or should do what they did. Their

soldiers suffered much behind enemy lines particularly

during the second campaign when they stayed longer than

planned. A guerrilla force must be carefully selected if

they are to withstand the rigors ot operating behind enemy uls

line. for weeks, not knowing whether medical evacuation will

work or If they will be extracted when the mission ends.

This takes a special type of person, highly motivated, in p...

superb physical and mental condition, and highly coffmitted .

to unit and ideals.5 0 Special units normally attract the

best soldlars through promise uf action, better living

conditions, and the desire to belong to an elite force. 5 1

This can only be at the expense of conventional units who

tend to lose their better soldiers to the special units.
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Keeping the force small decreases the drain on conventional

units.

New weapons, new equipment, new sensors, and most I
important of all the requirement for highly trained and

motivated soldiers points to snail elite forces rather than

large forces. Small forces can move faster than large

forces, require less supplies, can mass for large

operations, and then disperse again. Small guerrilla forces

facilitate movement and security. The primary goal of the

guerrillas Is to cut enemy LOCs, but a secondary goal is to

make the enemy divert forces which could fight in other

operations. This is done by striking enemy soft targets and

then fading away into the countryside and making the enemy RJ
I

follow. The guerrilla force does not want to fight

conventional forces because they are not strong enough and

they are fighting In the enemy's territory. Being smaller

allows them to blend into the country and wait until time to

strike again.

The U.S. Army Special Forces (SF) have the mission to

conduct unconventional warfare of which guerrilla warfare Is
52.

a part.5 2  They are volunteers, have a selection process, p..p.

and receive specialized training and equipment. SF units

train to conduct operations In small units or as part of a

larger unit. They prepare to operate Independently with

limited external support. Based upon the need for small

4
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elite forces, the SF is the correct and logical choice for

this type of mission.

DOCTRINE

Doctrine Is Important to an Army because It provides

a common understanding and language to all members. It Is

developed from past experience and predictions of what

future warfare will be like. In Burma the British attempted

to fight a conventional war against the Japanese who were

masters of Jungle warfare. The British suffered until they

learned Jungle techniques and adapted their style of

warfare. Guerrilla warfare was not new, but to resupply by

air was. The Chindits had no doctrine for resupplying

behind enemy lines. Everything they did was new and

provided a basis for later doctrine. The U.S. In Vietnam

Initially drew doctrine from lessons developed during WWII

and the Korean War. As the war continued doctrine developed

from first hand experience. The U.S. Army has developed

doctrine for supporting guerrilla forces from past

experiences and what they expect to face In the future.

The SF have several FM. that give guidance for

external resupply of guerrilla forces. FM 31-20,

(C) Special Forces Qoerations (U). states that support for
guerrilla forces comes from either Internal or external

4%

sources. Like the Chindits, SF may purchase supplies. The

manual discusses other methods such as establish a levy
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system, barter, confiscate, or plant crops If the operation

Is extended and the l nd supports It. Supplies not

available through such internal sources must come from

external sources. The manual establishes three methodst

1) Automatic resupply plannaed prior to the commencement of

the operation to include locatln, day, time, and signals.

2) Emergency resupply planned prior to the operation, but

triggered If communication has been lost with the deployed

elements. 3) On-call resupply requested by the elements as

needed. The manual states, *Initially, aerial delivery by

parachute Is the most common means of supply delivery to

UWOA's (Unconventional Warfare Operational Area).o 5 3 Due to

pas, experience and future predictions, doctrine recognize5

that forces In the enemy's rear may have to receive external

support and that air is the most common form of delivery.

The Chindits and Vietnam showed that supply drops

must be manageable since guerrillas may have to carry

everything on their backs. IM 31-20 states that,

The preparation of supplies and equipment for
delivery to a UWOA Is the responsibility of the
SFOB (Special Forces Operational Base) support
center. The packaging system Is based on
man-portable packigeu weighing approximately 50
pounds. This facilitates transportation from the
UWOA reception site by carrying partles.

64

Small drops ease recovery and allow guerrillas to clear drop

zones much more quickly.
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FM 31-22, Command. Control. and Support of Soecial
b

Forces Ooerations provides:

...doctrinal guidance to Special Forces (SF)
commanders and their staffs for command, control,
and support of SF operations....It provides the US
Army UW community a doctrinal base on which to
build and also serves as a reference for non-SF
commanders and Rhaffs under whose auspices US Army
SF may operate.°

This becomes critical when conventional units are operating

in conjunction with SF units as In the scenario. It gives

the planners who may have to support the guerrilla force a

reference manual and a starting point for working with SF

units.

FM 31-24, Soecial Forces Air Ooerations. critical for

staff officers planning aerial resupply, "...provides

techniques and procedures for air operations in support of

unconventional warfare (UW)."5 6  It discusses such things as

the types of airdrop, types of drop zones, landing zones,

marking techniques, and several other items a planner would

need to know If tasked to plan and support guarrilla
.5-

operations. Another manual which does many of the same

things as FM 31-24 Is FM 100-27/AFM 2-50, USA/USAF Doctrine

2r_ Joint Airborne and Tactical Airlift Operations. This

manual Is an immense aid to the staff officer who suddenly

becomes responsible for planning aerial resupply.

As shown above, the U.S. Army currently has adequate

doctrine for resupply of forces in the enemy rear. Whether

the doctrine will work or not remains to be seen, but it

25
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heips prepare soldiers for war, and provides a start point

for that common understanding and language which Is

necessary to win on the modern battlefield.

EQUIPMENT

The Ist Air Commandos formed from equipment on hand

and not from new equipment developed specifically for the

operation. Due to the requirement for special equipment

during the Vietnam War and the realization that future

conflict could result in operations in hostile environments,

the U.S. Military has equipment in stock and In development

to asslst in operations behind enemy lines. The

Improvements In air defense weapons has forced the

development of systems to allow penetration of enemy lines

at night, at low altitudes, and with no loss In navigational

accuracy. Both the Air Force and the Army will assist In

moving forces and resupplying.

The C-130 Hercules will support special cperations.

This airplane comes In three versions: C-130, MC-,70 Combat

Talon, and AC-130 Spectre Gunship. The Air Force developed

the C-130 for takeoffs and landings on rough dirt airstrips

with a minimum of 2000 feet. Its maximum load Is 64 airborne

troops, or 92 soldiers, or 74 litter patients, or 47,000

pounds of cargo. It can attain speeds of 386 mph and can

range 2500 miles with 25,000 pounds of cargo and up to 5200

with no cargo.57 With In-flight refuel, Its range becomes
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!ndefinite. The Alr Force has added special equipment to

C-130s to create the MC-130. This system was developed for

the following operations behind enemy lines: infiltration,

exfIltratlon, resupply, aerial reconnaissance, and

psychological operations. This equipment allows penetration

of enemy lines at low level and at night to effect resupply

operations, insertion or evacuation operations. The MC-130

provides the Air Force the capability to support operations

behind enemy lines even If the U.S. has not gained air

superiority, only air parity. The planning range for the

MC-130 is 2800 nautical miles.5 8  Since the operations will

take place behind enemy lines the MC-130 will be the system

of choice. C-130s can resupply guerrilla forces, but they

cannot penetrate enemy lines with the same security as the

MC-130 can. The MC-130 helps protect the guerrilla forces

from detection whereas the C-130 may have Just the opposite

effect. If the enemy sees C-130s In their rear, it will not

be hard for them to figure out what they are doing. The

MC-130 Is also important if the enemy has a sophisticated

ADA threat. The AC-130 provides close air support,

interdiction, and reconnaissance capability to special

operations.
5 9

Today's systems have greater ranges, can carry more

payload, and have the capability to penetrate enemy lines at

night and deliver supplies with more accuracy. The

Inventory currently contains: 362 C-130s which includes 14
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MC-130s. The Air National Guard contains 198 C-130s.6 0 The

techrology of the Air Force during Vietnam was vastly

Improved over that of the Chindits during WII. Many of the

same systems used during Vietnam are In use now, and

technology Is continuously Improving. The problem Is with

the quantity and age of the aircraft. The SOF fleet

averages 17.8 years of age. 6 1 The Air Force will lose

aircraft through enemy fire and maintenance failures. With

attrition and potential need In other theaters, the Air

Force needs more and newer airplanes to support the SOF

mission. i

The C-17, currently under production, will replace

aging C-141s and C-130s. It will have the capability to

land and take-off from rough airstrips only 3000 feet long

and 90 feet wide. It will be able to execute a 180 degree

turn on the ground in only 82 feet. It will carry a maximum

payload of 172,200 pounds with a planning range of 2,765

miles. 210 aircraft are scheduled for delivery by fiscal

- year 1998.62

The Air Force has two types of helicopters for use in

special operations: MH-53H/J Pave Low and UH-IN. The

MH-53H/J Pave Low can carry 38 combat soldiers or 24 litter

patients. Its planning range is 540 miles and maximum speed

is 186 mph, but its Inflight refuel capability makes its

range unlimited. This helicopter is specially equipped for

penetrating enemy lines at low altitude and at night. It
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has the following equipment added: Forward Looking Infrared

Radar (FLIR), Doppler navigation system, Inertial navigation

system, and the A-7D's computer-projected map display and

radar. The Air Force currently has 9 In the Inventory with

more programmed for later years.6 3 The UH-IN has a maximum

range of -:61 miles. It can carry 14 passengers. Its

maximum cruising speed Is 115 mph.6 4

The Army has two types of helicopters for use in

moving troops or providing logistical support for specla!

operations: UH-60 Blackhawks and CH-47 Chinooks. The UH-60

has the capability to move 14 combat troops or six litter

patients. It can range 1380 miles with external fuel tanks

added, and can attain speeds 
of up to 184 mph.

6 5 This

helicopter has been upgraded with FLIR and can penetrate

enemy lines at night for special operations. The CH-47

Chinook is larger than the Blackhawk and can carry bigger

payloads. Depending on loads, it can range approximately

230 miles and travel at speeds of up to 189 mph.6 6 A third

helicopter briefly mentioned is the AH-64 Apache gunship.
I

This helicopter Is the newest attack helicopter In the Army

inventory today. The AH-64 will escort the UH-60 to provide

fire support and protection.

The Army today has a better capability to conduct

operations behind enemy lines than the Chindits did when

equipment Is examined and compared. As with the Air Force,

much of the same equipment used In Vietnam is still used
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today, but the Introduction of the UH-60 Blackhawk and AH-64

Apache gunship have greatly Improved the Army's ability to

operate behind enemy lines. Helicopters can fly low, at

night, and land In small clearings to conduct resupply, move

troops, or evacuate casualties. However, there are many

competing demands for these scarce and special resources.

Attrition due to enemy fire and maintenance failures require

redundancy in equipment. Both the Air Force and Army need

more and newer helicopters dedicated to SOF missions.

During the ChindIts1 campaigns resupply te.hniques

included air landing by airplane and glider, free fall, and

parachute drop. Applying lessons from Vietnam, the air

force has developed several methods for resupplying with

greater accuracy. AIrlanding supplies is the most accurate

method for ensuring that supplies arrive on location, but

this does not facilitate covert methods. Since guerrilla r

forces require secrecy, other covert methods Just as %

reliable are needed. One method Is free drop. Free drop

uses no parachute and Is limited to Indestructable material.

The plane flies slow and at low altitude. This system

requires special packaging and is not used frequently. It

Is also more etfective If the supplies can be dropped into a

body of water and quickly recovered.6 7 A second method Is

High Speed Low Level Aerial Delivery System (HSLLADS).

HSLLADS, specifically developed for the Combat Talon, drops

equipment as low as 250 feet and can release four containers
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at one pass, with containers weighing between 25C - 600

pounds each. This system minimizes risk to the aircraft and

crew, and does not compromise the DZ. 6 8 A final method in

use today is based on a British system called the controlled

aerial delivery system (CADS). This system is tailor made

for guerrilla forces. The load is dropped at high altitudes

and at a distance from the target, for instance at 25,000

feet and 20 miles from the DZ. The system uses a ram-air

parachute with a forward speed of up to 25 mph. The load

has a homing system which allows for an accurate drop within

a 15 foot radius. The system can be controlled by three

methods: an operator on the ground, a homing device left on

the DZ, or a parachutist accompanying the load with a hand

held device. 6 9

Improvements in systems have increased the potential

for supporting operations behind enemy lines. Technology is

better and equipment can carry and drop larger loads with

greater accuracy and security. If there is one equipment

problem today, it Is lack of redundancy. The services have

not placed adequate priority on SOF. When the Air Force

submitted Its 1985 budget priorities, SOF was 59th on the

list. This is beginning to change. The Air Force plans to

buy 21 new Combat Talons, which will increase the inventory

to 34 by 1992.70 They plan to modify 12 existing HH-53

helicopters which will bring the total to 19.71 This

obvicusly falls way short of what Is needed. The Army and
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Air Force must channel more dollars Into equipment to

increase the capability to support SOF operations. The C-i?

will modernize the force, but It will need the specialized

equipment. of the Combat Talon for It to be used In support

of guerrilla forces. Any airplane can be used to resupply

large forces If security is not a problem and the the Army

does not care if the enemy knows the location of the DZ and

forces. With the Importance of covert operations today,

money must be channeled Into specialized equipment. The

advent of the 1st Special Operations Command (SOCOM) should

ensure that these requirements are properly Identified and

funded.

TRAINING

In an interview, BG (P) Wayne A. Downing, Director,

U.S. Special Operations Cormnand, Washington D.C., was asked

if the U.S. Military has the capability to logistically

support guerrilla operations. He stated that the army does

not train to support these type operations. 7 2 The

implications of this are clear. War is the wrong place to

attempt missions not practiced during peacetime.

Operations, Including logistics support, become more risky

when crossing enemy lines. When the U.S. Army conducts

Ptraining exercises combining conventional and unconventional

1 operations, the unconventional forces should exercise the

1logisLics systems In order to demonstrate that they can
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resupply by air. These exercises should attempt to simulate

combat conditions as closely as possible. Shortage of

specialized equipment also makes training difficult. These

assets remain centralized and cannot support every training

mission.

The SF should practice extensively with less modern

forms of transportation such as animals and bicycles. With

all of the technological developments, forces are still

ground mobile and weather dependent once In the enemy's

rear. They may have to walk into enemy territory as the

ChIndlts did during their first campaign. In todays

technologically oriented society, animal handling has become

a lost art. The U.S. Army once had a manual for animal

transportation, FM 25-5, Basic Field Manual Animal

Transr. but not today. SF units occasionally experiment

with pack animals, but this is not sufficient. During

exercises, units can contract to use animals Indigenous to

the area of operations which will prepare soldiers for the

problems of handling animals.

Both the Chindits and Vietnam demonstrated the

Importance of habitual relationships between ground and air

units. This type of working relationship Improved

confidence In the different units' abilities and enhanced

teamwork. To facilitate this type of relationship, the Air

Force created the 23rd Air Force Special Operations Wing

(SOW) In 1983. It Is currently located at Hurlburt Field,
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Eglin Air Force Base, Florida. Other forces Include five

Special Operations Squadrons (SOS): three at Eglin AFB

(8th, 16th, and 20th), one at Clark Air Base, Philippines

(let), and one at Ramstein Air Base, West Germany (7th). In

addition there Is one helicopter detachment at Howard Air

Force Base, Panama. The reserves have three SOS. The Air

Force SOF train to conduct Infiltration operations,

extraction, rescue operations, and general support of Army

SOF.7 3 The Army established Task Force (TF) 160, a

helicopter unit stationed at Fort Campbell, Kentucky, to

provide support for SOF units.7 4 TF-160 consists of high

technology helicopters which can conduct Infiltration

operations, evacuation, and rescue operations.

By establishing air units with the mission to support

SOF, ground forces can train with air unite and develop the

teamwork that was so Important to the Chindits and Vietnam

experienco. Since the SOW and SOS's are regloi

oriented, and the Special Forces units are regloi ,Iy

oriented, ground forces know which air force units will

provide support and can train to build the confidence and

teamwork necessary for specialized operations. The army X

must establish the same associations between SF units and

army helicopter battalions. Each SF group should develop a
j4

strong affiliation to a nominated medium lift helicopter

battalion based in It5 theater, thereby ensuring the close
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working relationships needed to fulfill their operational

missions.

SCENARIO REVISITED

The Army decides to Insert ten SF A Detachments to

conduct guerrilla operations. Seven of these forces are

Inserted by UH-60 Blackhawks with escorting AH-I Apache

helicopters. The remaining three walk In using mules to

allow t.hem to carry more supplies. The forces will remain

In the enemy's rear for 30 days. The forces will locate

targets and destroy them to cut the enemy's LOCs. At the

same time this occurs, the Army will initiate conventional

uperat ions. .

Unless emergency resupply Is needed, the forces will

receive supplies approximately every 5 days. To protect r.

guerrilla force locations, Combat Talons will use CADS and

drop equipment at high altitudes while the guerrillas direct

the bundles to the DZ. The supply bundles will be small and

manageable for ease of handling &nd facilitate clearance of

DZs.

Helicopters can move the guerrillas If they are

required to move long distances to strike other targets.

The helicopters will also medevac any wounded or Injured

soldiers. UH-60s and AH-ls will penetrate enemy lines at

night to move or medevac forces. The guerrilla forces will
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secure the LZ and direct the helicopters to it. The

helicopters can also bring supplies with them.

Upon completion of the mission, the guerrillas will

move to predesignated LZs and will be exfiltrated to

friendly territory by Blackhawks with Apache escorts. The

guerrillas will then refit and prepare for the next mission.

This scenario is representative of operations the SF

could expect to conduct. It has been simplified and does

not show the extensive planning and training required to

accomplish resupply and medevac behind enemy lines.

Friction can cause many things to go wrong, such as enemy

forces on the DZ/LZ, guerrillas not able to reach the DZ/LZ

In time to effect linkup with the helicopters, supply drops

going into enemy locations, and enemy ADA systems shooting

down planes and helicopters. Planning, training, and

redundancy In equipment can help to increase flexibility if

thIngs go wrong.

IMPLICATIONS
I

The purpose of this paper has been to determine if

the U.S. Army can logistically support guerrilla operations.

This study has analyzed the operations of the Chindits in

Burma during WWII and of some U.S. operations in Vietnam.

Several lessons were corrmnon to both wars and are of

practical use today. Follewing that the study analyzed U.S. I
36
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doctrine, equipment, and training to determine If It exists

to support guerrilla forces.

For too many years, the U.S. Army has neglected SOF

until they were needed. With the realization that conflicts

In third world nations will require both conventional and

unconventional forces, that problem Is finally being

adressed. It will take time to fully rectify the situation.

Following are suggestions to expedite this process:

1) Keep channeling dollars into specialized equipment which

enhances covert operations and protects SOF operating behind

enemy lines. Smaller forces are less of a drain on

conventional forces and can do more with the Increased

lethality and accuracy of weapon systems. These special N

airplanes and helicopters will facilitate resupply and

medevac and protect the guerrilla forces locations.

2) Establish support relationships between SOF and

helicopter battalions. These units should train together

and develop the teamwork necessary to conduct successful

operations.

3) Maximize every training opportunity by practicing

resupply operations simulating combat conditions as much as

possible. Part of training should Include attempting to

find SOF particularly when they resupply. This will Improve

both SOF's ability to receive supplies and Air Force and

Army's ability to provide supplies.
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Th:se recoimmendations are essential If the Army Is to

conduct sucsflgerlaoperations. The alternative to

nt doing them In to court disaster If forces are committed

V
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